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Articles
THE RECREATION USE OF LAND AND WATER ACT: LoRY v. CITy OF
PHILADELPHIA
Debra Wolf Goldstein 783
Commonwealth agencies and municipalities are now af-
forded blanket immunity from claims brought by people in-
jured on government owned recreational lands under Lory v.
City of Philadelphia. This recent Pennsyvlania Supreme
Court decision held that Pennsylvania's Recreation Use of
Land and Water Act immunizes public agencies from negli-
gence claims, while the Political Subdivision Tort Claims Act
and Sovereign Immunity Act immunizes the agencies from
claims of willful misconduct. An injured plaintiff, however,
can still try to abrogate that immunity by arguing that the
land where the injury occurred falls outside the definition of
"land" in the Recreation Act.
Whether the Lory holding will be extended to all public rec-
reation facilities, or conversely, whether governments will
even be able to claim immunity under the Recreation Act,
are matters currently being considered by the state legisla-
ture. Each alternative answer to this issue differs in its fi-
nancial and policy implications for governments and injured
plaintiffs. Legislators should, however, consider Senate Bill
219 to be the approach that will encourage the provision of
recreational facilities to the greatest number of people.
Recent Developments
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN PENNSYLVANIA LAW 807
Comments
SURROGATE HEALTH CARE DECISION MAKING: THE PENNSYLVANIA
SUPREME COURT RECOGNIZES THE RIGHT OF AN INDIVIDUAL IN A
PERMANENT VEGETATIVE STATE TO REFUSE LIFE-SUSTAINING
MEASURES THROUGH A SURROGATE DECISION MAKER 849
PENNSYLVANIA'S WORKERS' COMPENSATION LAW: AN EXAMINA-
TION OF KEY CHANGES MADE TO SUPERSEDEAS PROCEEDINGS BY
ACT 57 OF 1996 881
COMMONWEALTH V. MATOS: A DECISION WITHOUT DIRECTION 897
Recent Decisions
CONSTITUTIONAL LAw - SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS - RIGHT TO
REFUSE MEDICAL TREATMENT - The Pennsylvania Supreme
Court held that a surrogate decision maker may exercise the
right of an adult patient in a persistent vegetative state to with-
draw life-sustaining medical treatment via substituted
judgment.
In re Fiori, 673 A.2d 905 (Pa. 1996) 917
EDUCATION LAw - ACT 88 - PUBLIC EMPLOYE RELATIONS ACT
- TEACHERS' STRIKES - COURTS OF EQUITY - MANDATORY NE-
GOTIATIONS - The Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that state
courts may order a school district and teachers' association to
participate in court-monitored negotiations when the courts
grant the Secretary of Education an injunction ending a teachers'
strike.
Carroll v. Ringgold Educ. Ass'n, 680 A.2d 1137 (Pa. 1996) 939
EVIDENCE - THE PENNSYLVANIA RAPE SHIELD LAW - ADMISSI-
BILITY OF EVIDENCE CONCERNING SEXUAL CONDUCT OFFERED FOR
PURPOSES OF IMPEACHMENT - The Pennsylvania Supreme Court
held that testimony offered for the purpose of impeaching an al-
leged rape victim's credibility does not fall within the "past sex-
ual conduct" provision of the Rape Shield Law when such
evidence concerns the alleged rape victim's provocative conduct
during and shortly after the alleged rape.
Commonwealth v. Killen, 680 A.2d 851 (Pa. 1996) 953
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW - ARTICLE I, SECTION 9 - PRIVILEGE
AGAINST SELF-INCRIMINATION - RIGHT TO REFUSE A FIELD So-
BRIETY TEST - The Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that the
privilege against self-incrimination grounded in Article I, Section
9 of the Pennsylvania Constitution does not encompass a right to
refuse a field sobriety test.
Commonwealth v. Hayes, 674 A.2d 677 (Pa. 1996). 973
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